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Response to Comment:

A. In Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Comparison of Alternatives, the EIS states that the impacts for most
categories are small or nonexistent for all alternatives.  Since 1957, the Navy has shipped over
660 containers of spent nuclear fuel from the shipyards and prototype sites to the Naval
Reactors Facility.  All of the shipments were made safely by rail and without release of
radioactivity.  Since any container alternative selected for use must meet the requirements of
10 CFR Part 71, Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Material, and 10 CFR Part 72,
Licensing Requirements for the Independent Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level
Waste, used safely and reliably.

B.&C. The Navy understands that the different alternatives have different degrees of engineering and
regulatory maturity.  The Navy realizes that these differences may result in some uncertainty in
cost and schedule for procurement of components of the container system.  However, the Navy
does not consider that these differences create a defacto environmental risk not evaluated in
the EIS.

The criteria used to select the alternate container systems are listed in the EIS Chapter 3,
Section 3.0.  All the container systems are assumed to be able to meet the technical
requirements in 10 CFR 71 and 10 CFR 72, and 10 CFR 60 when these are finalized.  If a
preferred container system cannot meet these technical requirements, it would not be used -
and a container which does meet these requirements would be used instead.  Thus, no
additional environmental risk would arise.

With regard to schedule constraints, there appears to be sufficient time to allow design work
and regulatory review to proceed on a normal pace.  There also appears to be sufficient time to
allow competitive bidding to identify the containers to be procured once the container system is
selected.  The agreement with the State of Idaho requires that the transfer of spent fuel from
wet to dry storage shall commence by July 1, 2003 and that transfer to dry storage be
completed by Calendar Year 2023.  The agreement also requires that removal of spent fuel
from Idaho be completed by Calendar Year 2035.  These dates appear to be appropriate to
select the container system to be used and to initiate design work and regulatory review.

D. A complete probabilistic risk assessment was not needed and was not performed for this EIS. 
The analyses for normal handling operations focused on the differences among the alternative
container system concepts and how those might cause the impacts on human health and the
environment to vary among alternatives.  For the normal operations analyses presented in
Appendix A, Section 2.4, the operations which resulted in a radiological release or direct
radiation exposure were evaluated to estimate the resultant health effects.  The radiological
analyses results presented for normal facility operations take into account radiological releases
or direct radiation exposure during spent nuclear fuel loading, storage, and unloading
operations.  For example, for loading operations, the alternative container systems fall into two
categories, those that require repackaging prior to shipping and those that do not.  The
expected radiological releases resulting from repackaging operations are reflected in Table
A.10.  These results show larger risks for the No-Action and Current Technology/Rail
Alternatives.  Once the container lids are sealed, there are no radiological releases expected
due to normal handling operations.  The operations required to move a sealed container or
cask into dry storage or prepare for shipment are expected to be very similar for all alternative
container systems.  Differences can also be seen in Table A.12, results for unloading
operations at a repository, where the Multi-Purpose Canister Alternatives do not require
repackaging into a disposal container.  Hypothetical accident scenarios are covered in Section
A.2.5.
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E. The commenter claims that large container systems will occupy less area than small container
systems and that the resultant lower probability of occurrence of hypothetical accidents (due to
a smaller target size) will essentially cancel the higher expected consequences (due to the
amount of fuel in the large container), such that the overall risk for all of the container system
alternatives would be equal.

The area of the storage footprint does not necessarily increase with a greater number of
smaller containers because the number of containers in a given area increases and the
spacing between different types of container varies.  The design of the storage container also
affects the area required and varies from vendor to vendor for a given category of container.  In
addition, the probability of an airplane crash is not directly proportional to the area occupied by
the storage containers.  For example, a 10 percent decrease in the assumed storage area at
the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant would decrease the airplane crash probability by
approximately 5 percent.  In contrast, the dose is directly proportional to the source term used
for the container alternatives.  To reduce the airplane crash probability by 50 percent the
storage area would have to be reduced approximately 80 percent.  Although detailed container
system designs for naval spent nuclear fuel would be prepared by the eventual successful
bidder, the differences in the actual size of the dry storage area for the alternative container
systems are not expected to be large enough to change the conclusions of these analyses.

For the wind-driven missile and airplane crash hypothetical accident scenarios, the same
probability of occurrence was used when calculating the risk for all container system
alternatives.  In addition, the source term was developed based on damage to only one
container, regardless of the number of containers in the dry storage array or the size of the dry
storage systems.  Analysis of existing naval spent nuclear fuel transportation casks (M-130s
and M-140s) has shown that they are strong enough to prevent penetration of the cask or
damage to the spent fuel by a wind-driven missile or the largest parts from a large jet aircraft,
even assuming a direct hit normal to the container surface.  Of course, an object striking the
container at an angle more oblique than 90 degrees would inflict even less damage.  Despite
these analysis results, damage to the container seal of a single container was assumed for
both of these hypothetical accident scenarios.  Similar analyses for the other container system
alternatives could not be completed, since specific detailed designs have not been prepared for
all container systems which might be used for naval spent nuclear fuel.  Actual damage to
these container systems during such hypothetical accidents may be greater or less than the
damage to an M-140 cask; however, it is expected that any radiological releases would be
similar because all dry storage container systems would be designed to the requirements of 10
CFR Part 72.

There are many factors which determine the actual consequences for a particular accident,
many of which are container system design details such as structural integrity, size of the
container, size of the storage system, and geometric shape of the storage system.  In addition,
the type of naval spent nuclear fuel (specific design of submarine or surface ship fuel) impacts
the actual consequences of an accident.  Other factors impact the actual probability of
occurrence for these hypothetical accident scenarios, including target size (number, size, and
spacing of the container systems in the dry storage array), size of the missile, energy of the
missile, the angle of the hit, and the location of the hit on the dry storage system.  Since all of
these details are not known for all container system alternatives, an assumption was made that
one container seal could be breached as a result of these accidents.  This assumption results
in consequences and risks which are not expected to be exceeded should an actual accident
occur.
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As a result of this approach, the source terms, and thus the consequences, for these hypothet-
ical accident scenarios are proportional to the amount of naval spent nuclear fuel that can be
loaded into a single container system.  For the wind-driven missile scenario, a corrosion
product release, the source term was developed based on the surface area of the most limiting
fuel type (by surface area) for each container alternative.  The results in Tables A.22 through
A.24 show annual risks at ICPP ranging from 7.0 x 10  to 1.2 x 10 , with the largest risk (High-9 -8

Capacity M-140, Transportable Storage Cask, and Dual-Purpose Canister) being 1.7 times
larger than the smallest risk (Small Multi-Purpose Canister and M-140).  For the airplane crash
scenario, a corrosion product release plus a fission product release due to a subsequent fire,
the source term was developed based on the fission products available for release in the most
limiting fuel type (by fission product inventory) for each container alternative.  The results in
Table A.26 show annual risks ranging from 5.2 x 10  to 1.0 x 10 , with the largest risk (Large-7 -6

Multi-Purpose Canister) being 1.9 times larger than the smallest risk (Small Multi-Purpose
Canister).  These ranges in risk are very small when compared to the results of the uncertainty
analysis which show that the risks presented in this EIS are believed to be 10 to 100 times
larger than what would actually occur (see Section A.2.7).  When taken in context with the
conservatism applied in these analyses, the risks associated with all of the container
alternatives are essentially similar; therefore, the analysis results of these hypothetical
accidents do not distinguish among the alternatives.  This conclusion is supported by the
selection of a large container system, not one of the smaller containers, as the preferred
alternative for dry storage and transportation of naval spent nuclear fuel (see Section 3.9).

F. Although the NAC-STC bore has the largest diameter, it also has the shortest length cavity. 
For the surface ship fuel, length is more restrictive in determining cargo capacities.  The
geometry results in fewer submarine fuel shipments but more surface ship fuel shipments;
however, the net number of shipments is about the same as the large multi-purpose canister or
the dual-purpose canister (325 shipments compared to 300 shipments). This small difference in
the number of shipments produces only a small difference on the effect on the environment.  

G. The Navy agrees with the commenter that any as-fabricated cask often produces dose rates
which are lower than the regulatory limit.  In the EIS Executive Summary, Sections S.6.1 and
Chapter 3, Section 3.8 and Tables S.6 and 3.2 it is clearly stated that the actual historic doses
have been used for the alternatives based on the M-140 and not for the other container
systems.  Section 3.8 of the EIS describes the Navy's preferred alternative which is not the
M-140 containers.  The best available data have been used in this EIS to estimate
environmental impacts.  Actual measurements are available for the M-140 container but none
of the other containers have been used for naval fuel so the regulatory limit which serves as the
design basis represents the best estimate of the external exposure rate for such containers. 
The use of actual measurements did not bias the selection of the preferred alternative.


